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Introduction 
 
Following natural or human-induced disasters, communities begin the challenging process of restoring, 
rebuilding, and reshaping the physical, social, economic, and natural environments (Smith and Wenger   
2006).  The process of recovery, which includes both pre-event planning and post-event action, is a set 
of loosely related activities occurring before, during, and after a disastrous event (Eadie et al, 2001).  
Relative to the other phases of hazards management – mitigation, preparedness, and response – 
recovery is the least studied and understood (Berke, Kartez, & Wenger, 1993; Smith & Wenger, 2006; 
Rubin, 2009). 
 
Disaster recovery involves a multitude of stakeholders and actors, including public sector, non-profit, 
and private sector organizations, as well as individuals and households (Smith, forthcoming).  While 
recovery ultimately occurs at the local level, states play a pivotal role, serving as a linchpin between local 
communities and the assistance provided by federal agencies and other external organizations (Durham 
and Suiter, 1991).  However, the role of states in recovery is less understood than that of federal 
agencies or local governments (Waugh & Sylves, 1996; Smith & Wenger, 2006). 
 
The purpose of this study is to increase knowledge about the role of states in disaster recovery.  The 
study uses the approach developed in the field of plan quality analysis by developing a tool to evaluate 
recovery plans according to standards of planning practice, and subsequently applying the tool to a 
sample of existing state recovery plans.  In addition to the general findings and best practices from the 
evaluation of plans in this study, the tool may be used to guide the preparation of future state recovery 
plans. 
 
Several recent initiatives at the federal level suggest that disaster recovery planning is gaining greater 
recognition and support: 1) FEMA established a Long-Term Community Recovery Cadre to provide 
guidance for communities engaging in recovery, including assistance in the development of post-disaster 
recovery plans; 2) the Government Accountability Office published multiple reports emphasizing the 
value of pre-event planning for post-disaster recovery and the need for federal support of recovery 
planning; 3) Congress passed the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, requiring 
the creation of a National Disaster Recovery Framework that is currently in a draft form; and 4) the 
White House created a Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working Group composed of Secretaries and 
Administrators of more than 20 departments, agencies, and offices to provide guidance for recovery 
organizations and make suggestions for future improvements (Smith, forthcoming).  Given the 
increasing level of disaster-related losses and the emerging interest from the federal government 
regarding disaster recovery, the study of state recovery planning is timely and lends itself to application 
in practice and policy-making.  
 
Disaster Recovery 
Although the disaster recovery process is non-linear, recovery is often conceptually divided into short-
term and long-term actions.  Short-term recovery may include damage assessments, public information, 
temporary housing, utility restoration, and debris clearance (Eadie et al, 2001).  Although reconstruction 
may begin during this period, short-term recovery generally does not include the restoration of the built 
environment.  However, actions taken during the initial stages of recovery lay the groundwork for the 
longer-term recovery, altering the constraints and opportunities around which future decisions are 
made.   
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Ideally, long-term recovery is the process of returning the community, to the extent possible, to the 
conditions that existed prior to the event, or improving the social, economic, and natural environments 
while taking advantage of opportunities to mitigate against future disasters.  Long-term actions may 
include repairing or replacing infrastructure, homes, and business or changing buildings codes, land uses 
and zoning regulations to accelerate recovery or reduce vulnerability to future events (Eadie et al, 2001).  
Recovery can, however, also result in a perpetuation or increase in hazard exposure, a continuation of 
inequitable resource distribution strategies, and the exclusion of some stakeholders in decision-making 
processes that affect them (Smith, forthcoming).  
 
Resilience 
The concept of resilience has increasingly been applied to the field of hazards management over the 
past few decades.  With the term’s roots in physics and mathematics, Hollings (1973, p. 14) first applied 
the concept to ecosystems, describing resilience as a “measure of the persistence of systems and of 
their ability to absorb change and disturbance and still maintain the same relationships between 
populations or state variables.”  The notion of resilience has since been expanded to individuals, human 
communities, and larger societies as a variety of disciplines have studied the ability for systems to resist 
or absorb the impacts of a shock to the system.  In fact, resilience has been studied in a range of fields 
including psychology, sociology, geography, anthropology, urban and regional planning, public health, 
ecology, technology, and communications (Norris et al, 2008). 
 
Disaster resilience has emerged in recent years as a central goal of hazards management.  Disaster 
resilience has been described in terms of physical, social, economic, and environmental dimensions as 
researchers have examined the characteristics that influence the ability for communities to resist and 
absorb impacts (death, damage, losses, etc.) of natural or human-induced hazards, rapidly recover from 
those impacts, and reduce vulnerability through adaptive strategies (Bruneau et al, 2003; Paton, 
McClure, & Burgelt, 2006; Rose, 2004; Peacock et al, 2008).   
 
Resilience is closely related to the concepts of sustainability and mitigation.  While the definition has 
evolved over the past two decades, the Brundtland Commission (1987) developed the well-known 
definition of sustainability as “meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs.”  In the context of disaster recovery, sustainability 
emphasizes restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of life of members of a disaster-stricken 
community, promoting social and intergenerational equity, addressing environmental concerns, and 
facilitating participation.  Mitigation refers to sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-
term risk to human life and property from hazards and their effects (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 2010).  Beatley (2009) argues that the three concepts – resilience, sustainability, and mitigation 
– are interactive and reinforcing.  Just as an overriding goal of mitigation should be to develop resilient 
cities designed to anticipate, weather, and recover from the impacts of hazards (Godschalk, 2003), a 
central characteristic of sustainability is to lessen the impacts of hazardous events on future generations 
through mitigation and the development of more resilient communities.    
 
While resilience is generally described as the ability to bounce back or cope with a hazardous event, it is 
valuable to consider disaster resilience as a process rather than a static outcome.  In this context, 
resilience is defined more in terms of continual learning and the development of capacity to more 
effectively cope with hazards (Cutter et al, 2008).  Norris (2008) builds on this concept by explaining that 
“resilience is a process that leads to adaptation, not an outcome, not stability.”  Therefore, disaster 
resilient communities focus on developing underlying capacity to engage in creative adaptation and 
learning, both before and after a disturbance (Beatley, 2009). 
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The disaster recovery process provides unique opportunities for adaptive learning whereby communities 
can pursue a range of goals to enhance resiliency.  Communities may seek a more sustainable recovery 
that addresses multiple goals simultaneously, balancing social, economic, and environmental health 
(Beatley, 1998).  For example, recovery may present opportunities to enact needed change to reduce 
social stratification and inequality (Oliver-Smith, 1990), or communities may address issues that 
previously were not formally considered like environmental quality or livability in an effort to seize 
opportunities to build back in a better way (Eadie et al, 2001). 
 
While the changes caused by disasters may create opportunities for communities to pursue a range of 
goals, the desire to rebuild quickly and tendency to return to pre-event conditions creates a tension 
between speed and deliberation in the recovery process (Olshansky, 2006).  For example, changes in 
land use, building codes, or the relocation of infrastructure during recovery all take time, and 
capitalizing on opportunities to incorporate mitigation seems like an unnecessary delay in the already 
protracted recovery process (Eadie et al, 2001).  Furthermore, the speed with which certain actions are 
taken, such as rebuilding infrastructure and providing housing, is vitally important for the overall success 
of recovery and the future vitality of the community.  Due to the desire and, in many cases, necessity of 
taking recovery actions quickly, opportunities to incorporate multiple goals in recovery are often 
overlooked or rejected.   In his study of the recovery following the Peru Earthquake-Avalanche of 1970, 
Oliver-Smith (1990) noted that disaster stricken societies generally seek to reestablish themselves in 
forms similar to pre-disaster patterns, in this case reproducing existing inequality.   
 
Pre-Event Planning for Post-Disaster Recovery 
As resilient communities seek to build capacity to better cope with disasters, pre-event planning for 
post-disaster recovery is a valuable tool for recognizing the inherent conflict between speed and 
deliberation and creating a mechanism to resolve differences beforehand or balance competing 
interests during reconstruction (Colten, 2008).  In fact, pre-event recovery planning has been shown to 
improve outcomes at the local level (Berke and Beatley, 1997; Schwab et al, 1998).  Through 
engagement in recovery planning prior to a disaster, communities and regions are better able to identify 
and establish organizations that play a role in recovery, set up clear lines of communication, collect 
useful information, and work to develop some degree of consensus about recovery priorities (Olshansky, 
2006).  The process of planning also helps to develop relationships and organizational networks that are 
essential for rapidly mobilizing support services for disaster survivors (Norris et al, 2008).   
 
In addition to hastening recovery, pre-event planning for post-disaster recovery can maximize 
opportunities to achieve multiple goals, including sustainability, mitigation, and equity. (Berke, Kartez, & 
Wenger, 1993).  As communities rebuild, the coordination of land uses and infrastructure can improve 
efficiency, the promotion of urban design principles can improve the quality of residents’ lives, and the 
modification of building codes or development patterns can reduce vulnerability (Olshansky, 2006).  
However, long-term changes to the built environment that enhance resiliency are more likely to occur 
through the use of pre-event recovery planning (Eadie et al, 2001). 
 
While many lasting changes occur during long-term recovery, the actions taken during the response and 
short-term recovery may constrain the available options for long-term recovery.  For example, if power 
lines are downed during a disaster, a pre-event recovery plan could call for a strategy to replace the 
power lines by burying them underground, thereby improving the aesthetics of the neighborhood and 
making the community more disaster resilient.  Devoid of such planning, the power lines, and the built 
environment in general, will likely replicate the pre-disaster environment, recreating the same 
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vulnerabilities, inequities, and inefficiencies.  In this way, planning for recovery shifts some of the 
decision-making to a more stable environment with public input, appropriate funding, and cost-benefit 
analyses (Eadie et al, 2001). 
 
 Following a disastrous event, planners and decision-makers “shift from an otherwise slow, deliberative, 
rule-oriented procedure to one that is more flexible, free-wheeling, and team oriented,” and plans 
provide guidance to address community goals, needs, and opportunities (Mileti, 1999).  The process of 
engaging in pre-event planning is important not just for the development of a planning document, but 
for the ensuing relationships and communication networks that are necessary for a coordinated, 
effective recovery.  
 
Disaster Recovery Assistance Network 
The process of recovery is characterized by a complex system of interaction between various 
jurisdictions, organizations, and households (Comfort et al, 2010). The often-fragment network of 
differing stakeholder groups whose actions drive disaster recovery outcomes is characterized by Smith 
(forthcoming) as the disaster recovery assistance network.  Members of the network include public 
sector organizations (federal, state, and local governments); quasi-governmental and non-governmental 
organizations (community development corporations, homeowner’s associations, special service 
districts, regional planning organizations, professional associations, and colleges and universities); non-
profit relief organizations (non-profits, community-based organizations, and foundations); private sector 
organizations (businesses and corporations, financial and lending institutions, insurance, and media); 
international aid organizations and nations; and emergent groups and individuals. 
 
The degree to which the disaster recovery assistance network is able to effectively communicate, work 
collaboratively, and seek common goals directly influences the resilience of a community or region and 
the capacity to recover from disasters.  Although the interaction between members of the disaster 
recovery assistance network is a complex process of interdependent actions, it can be examined through 
a simplified framework of vertical and horizontal integration: vertical integration being the structural 
and functional relations of different levels of government (federal, state, local) and horizontal 
integration being the structural and functional relations among the various social units (public, private, 
non-profit, households).   
 
Vertical and horizontal integration are vitally important for the development and implementation of a 
recovery strategy that helps communities meet their needs and take advantage of opportunities (Berke, 
Kartez, & Wenger, 1993).  Hazards management is an intergovernmental process whereby each level has 
a unique role (Durham and Suiter, 1991).  Additionally, the legal, fiscal, administrative, and technical 
capacity varies significantly between levels of government and across agencies.  Therefore, any post-
disaster recovery strategy must address the relationships and expectations between federal and state 
agencies, and local governments (Olshansky, 2006).  Similarly, disaster resilient communities are reliant 
upon effective horizontal integration, whereby the range of decision-makers, stakeholders, and 
institutions that play a role in recovery are linked with communication networks, are experienced in 
working together, and have accurate information about vulnerability and available resources 
(Godschalk, 2003). 
 
While integration across the disaster recovery assistance network is necessary for an effective recovery, 
the degree to which each member contributes to the process varies depending on the type and scope of 
the disaster and the capacity of the communities and organizations involved (Smith, 2004).  The 
variation in need and capacity necessitate flexible mechanism for delivering aid and support, rather than 
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standardized systems customary of many state and federal programs (Berke, Kartez, & Wenger, 1993).  
The process of pre-event recovery planning helps the disaster recovery assistance network develop the 
relationships and approaches necessary for flexible decision-making during recovery.  Norris (2008) 
explains that, while communities should plan, “they must also plan for not having a plan” by focusing on 
building effective and trusted information and communication resources that function in the face of 
uncertainty.   
 
The Role of States 
Disaster recovery ultimately occurs at the local level and must be anchored within the context of 
affected communities, yet support from the wider region and society is essential for communities to 
rebuild successfully and become more resilient (Comfort, 2010).  This external support can take the form 
of technical assistance and training to strengthen local capacity or the provision of human and financial 
resources to contribute to recovery (Mileti, 1999).  States play a key role in supporting communities, 
serving as a linchpin and intermediary between federal agencies and local communities and providing 
numerous recovery-related services, including formulating state policy, assessing local needs, 
coordinating assistance, administering state and federal funds, and providing training, education, and 
outreach (Durham and Suiter, 1991; Smith, 2004).  
 
Despite the significant role that states play in disaster recovery, their role is less understood than that of 
federal agencies or local governments (Waugh & Sylves, 1996; Smith & Wenger, 2006).  On the one 
hand, this may be a result of differing levels of involvement in recovery due to variation in levels of 
capability and commitment among emergency management organizations and state agencies tasked 
with recovery activities (National Governor’s Association, 1998).  However, there are also fewer 
guidelines or standards regarding the necessary elements of state recovery plans as opposed to local 
plans (Mileti, 1999).  While states are required to develop emergency operations plans, these 
documents are heavily focused on preparedness and response as opposed to mitigation or long-term 
recovery issues.  Furthermore, state assistance in long term recovery is often narrowly focused on grants 
management rather than supporting local governments engage in recovery planning or capacity building 
(Smith, 2004).  In an effort to better understand the role that states play in recovery and improve the 
capacity for communities to recover from disasters, increasing attention is being given to the recovery 
capabilities of states (Smith & Wenger, 2006). 
 
Just as pre-event planning for post-disaster recovery at the local level improves capacity and enhances 
resilience, the development of comprehensive state recovery plans allows states to communicate 
recovery goals, priorities, and decision-making processes that lead to improved recovery outcomes and 
more resilient communities (GAO, 2008).  More specifically, pre-event state recovery plans can help 
clarify key roles and responsibilities across the disaster recovery assistance network, identify resources, 
minimize duplication or conflicting efforts, and help adapt recovery actions to post-disaster conditions 
(Mileti, 1999).  While state recovery planning is an essential element of disaster resilience, more 
research is needed to understand the existing and potential roles of state recovery plans.   For example, 
the number of state recovery plans and the quality and content of those plans is unknown, as is the 
connection between state recovery plans and recovery outcomes.  This study builds on the field of plan 
quality analysis to develop a tool to evaluate existing state recovery plans and guide the preparation of 
future plans that will help states, the communities therein, and the nation become more disaster 
resilient.  
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Plan Quality Analysis 
In the field of planning, a range of techniques have been used to evaluate the effectiveness of plans and 
plan-making (Baer, 1997).  Although it is difficult to evaluate the outcomes of plans whose effects may 
be realized at some point in the future, the evaluation of plans themselves according to standards of 
practice provide useful insight about the quality of plan making and the potential use of plans.  Although 
plan quality analysis examines past planning efforts, the results of such evaluations may be used to 
guide and improve future planning, thereby functioning as a useful tool for adaptive learning (Berke & 
Godschalk, 2009).  In this respect, the evaluation, and subsequent improvement, of recovery plans can 
be used to build capacity and enhance resilience.  Thus, the plan quality analysis approach used in this 
study has a dual benefit, providing empirical research and informing the practice of planning. 
 
In their review of plan quality studies, Berke and Godschalk (2009) describe both internal and external 
dimensions of plan quality.  Internal characteristics include: 1) issue identification and visioning, 2) 
direction-setting elements that include goals, 3) fact base, 4) policies for guiding future actions, 5) 
implementation actions, and 6) monitoring and evaluation that tracks and assesses the effectiveness of 
the plan in resolving issues and achieving goals.  Internal consistency is also evaluated to determine the 
degree to which the previous elements are integrated.  External characteristics include 7) organization 
and presentation of plans to make them accessible and understandable, 8) coordination with other 
plans, and 9) compliance with regulations and guidelines to ensure consistency with federal and state 
mandates.   
 
The primary purpose of this study is to learn more about the role of states in disaster recovery.  Using 
the plan quality analysis approach, an evaluation tool was developed and applied to state recovery plans 
to assess the current content and structure of existing plans and identify best practices in state recovery 
planning.  As the federal government is engaging in a range of initiatives to improve disaster resilience 
through recovery planning, the findings of this study and the tool generated to evaluate state recovery 
plans may inform evolving federal policy.  For example, if the development of state recovery plans is 
required through future legislation, the evaluation tool may serve as a guide for criteria necessary to 
meet federal standards.  Similarly, states may independently improve their capacity to recover by 
incorporating concepts and best practices described in this study into pre-event recovery plans.  
 
Methods 
 
Coding Instrument Development 
Since few guidelines or requirements exist for state recovery plans, the study used an exploratory 
approach of developing a draft plan quality evaluation protocol and coding a limited sample of four 
state recovery plans as a beta-test to further refine and improve the protocol.  An iterative process was 
used to develop the protocol, whereby recovery concepts and best practices were gleaned from the 
application of the protocol to each state recovery plan before applying the revised protocol to the next 
plan.  This approached allowed the protocol to evolve over the course of the study to better encompass 
central elements of recovery planning.  The initial plan quality evaluation protocol was developed based 
on an extensive review of literature dealing with disaster recovery.  The literature examined included a 
wide range of documents concerning disaster recovery, emergency management, and environmental 
planning.  These documents included journal articles, books, government reports and guidelines, local 
pre- and post-event recovery plans, and state recovery plans and guidance.  Citations in the references 
section with an asterisk denote documents used in the development of the protocol. However, key 
documents included the Draft National Disaster Recovery Framework, Government Accountability Office 
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reports about recovery, the Federal Emergency Management Agency and American Planning Association 
book, Planning for Post Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction, and the Florida Post-Disaster 
Redevelopment Planning guide. 
 
The plan quality protocol was conceptually organized with a section relating to each characteristics of 
plan quality as identified in literature (Berke & Godschalk, 2009).  The following table describes each 
element of plan quality analyzed in this study.  
 
 
Vision and Issue Identification Issue identification includes the definition and concept of recovery.  
Vision statements identify what the state wants to be and convey 
major issues, challenges, or opportunities. 
Fact Base The fact base is an analysis of current and projected conditions 
within the state.  Regarding recovery plans, the fact base includes 
characteristics about population and economy, existing recovery 
programs, and information about vulnerability.  
Goals Goals are statements of future desired conditions that are tied to 
the overall vision.  Goals are instrumental in setting a direction to 
guide policies and actions described within the plan. 
Policies Policies are statements to guide public and private decisions to 
achieve goals. Policies should be specific and tied to definitive 
actions.  
Implementation Implementation is the commitment to carry out policy-driven 
actions.  This includes the identifying of resources, the responsible 
organizations, and the timing for recovery assistance.   
Evaluation and Monitoring Evaluation and monitoring are necessary to track changes in the 
fact base, assess the progress of recovery according to pre-
determined benchmarks, and update the recovery plan over time.  
Interdependent Actions Interdependent actions refer to the integration with other plans or 
organizations involved in recovery.  With the state as the unit of 
analysis, vertical integration is the coordination between public 
sector organizations (local, regional, state, and federal), while 
horizontal integration is the coordination across state agencies and 
departments.  
Participation Participation is the level of engagement and involvement of the 
disaster recovery assistance network in the preparation of the 
recovery plan.  Participation also refers to strategies to encourage 
coordination across the network in decision-making following an 
event.  
Organizational Clarity Organizational clarity is the overall accessibility of the plan.  The 
clarity is influenced by the degree to which the plan is logical and 
consistent and whether it includes visual aids such as charts and 
diagrams to clearly convey information.  
 
Information regarding the current, potential, or recommended role of states in disaster recovery was 
organized into a matrix to draw out how each plan quality principle applies to state recovery planning.  
As recovery concepts emerged across multiple documents, an initial list of relevant concepts and 
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recommendations for each plan quality principle was organized into an outline.  This list was then 
presented to a meeting held by the North Carolina Statewide Disaster Recovery Leadership Team on 
August 11, 2010 to get feedback on the initial outline and acquire additional information about recovery 
to be used in the development of a plan quality evaluation protocol.  The Statewide Disaster Recovery 
Leadership Team represents a range of agencies and organizations, including the Governor’s Office, 
Division of Emergency Management, Office of State Budget and Management, Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources, North Carolina League of Municipalities, and others.  Based on the 
review of literature and input from the Leadership Team, a draft protocol was developed.  The recovery 
plan evaluation protocol allows coders to note whether specific elements of recovery are addressed in 
the plan and offer any additional comments relating to the item.  The example below is taken from the 
Evaluation and Monitoring section of the protocol.   
 
 
 
Sample Selection and Collection 
Four states were chosen to be evaluated by the plan quality tool – Florida, Mississippi, California, and 
North Carolina.  We sought to examine states that encompass a range of geographic locations, 
populations, hazard vulnerabilities, and hazards management capabilities.  For example, California 
represents a high-capacity state with substantial experience with hazards management and disaster 
recovery; Florida has experienced rapid population growth and has a high vulnerability to hazards; 
Mississippi possesses limited resources but has been in engaged in recovery over the past several years; 
and North Carolina substantially improved their recovery capacity following experiences with Hurricanes 
Fran and Floyd in the late 1990s.  While these states represent a range of important characteristics, a 
national quantitative assessment of state recovery plans would be required to improve the 
generalizability of the study results.  Expanding on the findings of this project with a national evaluation 
of state recovery plans is a goal for future research.   
 
The recovery plans were primarily accessed through websites of state emergency management 
agencies.  However, where plans were not publicly available, email requests were sent to emergency 
management officials to obtain the most recent recovery documents.  
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Since state pre-event recovery planning is in its infancy relative to response or mitigation planning, there 
is a large degree of variation in the structure and organization of recovery plans.  While some states 
have a single, self-contained recovery plan, others have multiple planning documents that, ideally, work 
together to lay the foundation for recovery.  For states that have several documents that cumulatively 
comprise a recovery plan, the evaluation protocol was applied to all of the documents simultaneously.  
The table below shows the documents evaluated from each state. 
 
State Recovery Documents Publication Year 
Florida Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan February, 2010 
 Recovery Plan November, 2008 
Mississippi Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan February, 2008 
 Draft, Recovery Interim Guidance October, 2010 
 Volunteer Support Annex  August, 2009 
 Donations Support Annex August, 2009 
California Emergency Plan July, 2009 
 Recovery Manual July, 2004 
 Disaster Recovery and Mitigation Handbook July, 2004 
North Carolina NCEM Comprehensive Recovery Plan Unknown 
* See references section for full citations of recovery documents coded in this study. 
Coding Procedures and Data Reliability 
Each plan was coded by two graduate students in the Department of City and Regional Planning at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.  The process of coding involves determining whether each 
item or question in the recovery evaluation protocol is addressed in the state plan and providing a 
numeric score and associated page number where the item is addressed.  The coders evaluated the 
plans independently before coming together to reconcile disagreements in coding.  After discussing 
their individual rationale for each differing item, the two coders resolved disagreements by coming to a 
consensus to provide an overall score.  In addition to the quantitative analysis, the coders each recorded 
a qualitative, narrative summary of best practices, weaknesses, and overall impressions for each plan 
quality principle.  
 
Double coding the data as described above and reporting the percent agreement score is a standard 
procedure for assessing the reliability of content analysis data (Krippendorff, 2004).  In this study, an 
intercoder reliability score, calculated as the number of agreements in coding divided by the number of 
agreements and disagreements, was calculated for the overall study and for each section in the 
protocol, corresponding with the plan quality principles.  The percent agreement scores reported in the 
plan quality literature range between 70% and 97% (Berke and Godschalk, 2008).  Our overall score of 
81% is within this range; however, the scores for individual sections of the protocol ranged from 66% to 
94%.  For future studies with a larger sample of state recovery plans, the intercoder reliability score 
could be applied to individual items to improve the protocol by identifying items that are unclear or 
difficult to accurately code.  
 
Each item in the plan quality protocol was measured on one of two scales, a 0 to 1 binary scale or a 0 to 
2 ordinal scale, as has been done in previous plan quality analyses (Berke, Smith & Lyles, 2009).  For 
items using a binary scale, a 0 indicated the item was not present in the plan, while a 1 indicated that it 
was present.  For the ordinal items, a 0 indicated the item was not present, a 1 indicated that it was 
mentioned or generally discussed, and a 2 indicated a detailed or thorough discussion in the plan.  In 
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order to value each item equally, the results from the ordinal items were collapsed to 0 – .5 – 1.  For 
each section of the protocol (Fact Base, Policies, Implementation, etc), a score was calculated by dividing 
the number of points coded by the total number of items.  The score was then multiplied by 10 to revise 
to a scale of 0 to 10.  An average score across the four plans was also calculated for each section.  We 
present the results in a bar chart for each plan quality principle displaying each state’s score and the 
average score for that section.  A summary of the narrative evaluation from the two coders is included 
to expand upon the numeric data.  
 
Results 
 
The following section includes: 1) a descriptive overview of the documents coded from each state, 2) a 
discussion of the results pertaining to each plan quality principle across the four state recovery plans, 
and 3) an overall discussion of the quality of the existing state recovery plans coded in this study.  Due to 
the small sample size of four recovery plans used to test and refine the plan quality evaluation protocol 
and the likelihood that the plans are not necessarily representative of other states, the results may be 
used to get a broad sense of the current state of recovery planning and elements of recovery planning 
that necessitate further emphasis and research. 
 
In addition to the results of the plan quality evaluation, best practices that were identified during the 
plan quality evaluation are featured in sidebars throughout this section.  While specific states are linked 
with each best practice, there are several cases where the best practice applies to more than one state.  
Therefore, the identification of best practices does not imply that other states lack similar elements of 
their recovery plan.  
 
Despite the presentation of findings in this section, one of the most substantial results of this project is 
the development of a tool to evaluate and guide the development of state recovery plans.  The plan 
quality evaluation protocol (See Appendix A), may be used by researchers to develop a deeper 
understanding of the role of states in recovery planning or by practitioners to guide, evaluate, and 
improve state recovery plans.  
 
Florida 
The evaluation of recovery planning in Florida was based on the 2010 Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP) and the 2008 Recovery Plan.  The documents were prepared by the Florida 
Division of Emergency Management with assistance and input from the State Emergency Response 
Team.  
 
The CEMP is comprised primarily of a Basic Plan that generally describes the process for emergency 
management officials when preparing for, responding to, recovering from and mitigating against 
emergencies and disasters.  The CEMP includes a Recovery Operations section that describes the 
transition from response to recovery, the procedure to establish a Joint Field Office, and state and 
federal recovery programs, including Individual Assistance, Public Assistance, Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance, and Small Business Administration loans.  
 
The Recovery Plan is written as an annex to the CEMP.  The Concept of Operations section of the Plan 
describes the recovery process, recovery programs, and field operations.  The Plan also includes an 
extensive section about roles and responsibilities of state officials and departments.  A matrix is used to 
describe the primary and supporting state agencies for each Emergency Support Function, and flow 
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charts show the physical and functional organization of the emergency operations center and joint field 
offices.  
 
Mississippi 
The evaluation of recovery planning in Mississippi was based on the 2008 Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan (CEMP), the 2009 Support Annexes involving volunteer and donations management, 
and the 2010 Draft Recovery Interim Guidance.  The documents were prepared by the Mississippi 
Emergency Management Agency, and the Recovery Interim Guidance is currently being developed by 
the Recovery Office and Office of Preparedness.   
 
Within the Concept of Operations section, the CEMP discusses the scope of local, state, and federal 
government in recovery as well as the development of joint field offices and disaster recovery centers. 
The majority of the CEMP is a description of the responsibilities of each state agency in emergency 
management, with specific recovery tasks and Emergency Support Function responsibilities listed for 
each agency.  
 
The Support Annexes provide extensive information and policies about the state’s role in volunteer 
management and donations management.  The Annexes discuss the coordination and responsibilities of 
both governmental and non-governmental departments and organizations in recovery.   
 
The Recovery Interim Guidance was in a draft form at the time the document was evaluated and will 
likely change as the Guidance is further developed.  The document identifies organizations which play a 
supporting role in short- and long-term recovery, including state agencies, non-governmental 
organizations, and private sector partners.  The Guidance also identifies short- and long-term recovery 
priorities to guide pre-disaster planning and preparedness.   
 
California 
The evaluation of recovery planning in California was based on the 2009 Emergency Plan, the 2004 
Disaster Recovery and Mitigation Handbook, and the 2004 Recovery Manual.  The Emergency Plan was 
prepared by the California Emergency Management Agencies and the Handbook and Manual were 
prepared by the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services.  
 
The California Emergency Plan discusses the recovery concept of operations which includes the 
transition to recovery, an overview of short- and long-term recovery, the organizations and agencies 
that play a role in recovery, and a description of Public Assistance, Individual Assistance, and Debris 
Management programs.  
 
The Recovery and Mitigation Handbook provides local governments with information regarding state 
and federal recovery programs and mitigation opportunities and requirements.  The Handbook also 
includes a recovery planning checklist, emergency declaration requirements, and detailed tables 
summarizing recovery program requirements and eligibility.  The Recovery Manual describes the 
authority for recovery operations, the process for recovery planning, and procedures for evaluating local 
requests for state and federal assistance.  
 
North Carolina 
The evaluation of recovery planning in North Carolina was based on a compendium of materials that 
state emergency management officials referred to as the Comprehensive Recovery Plan.  The 
Comprehensive Recovery Plan was prepared by the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management.  
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While the Plan is enclosed in a single document, there are several elements of the Plan that were 
developed independently at different periods of time.  
 
The Plan includes a substantial Legislation section that contains the full Stafford Act, the Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000, and North Carolina general statutes and legislation regarding hazards 
management and recovery.   The Plan briefly describes the concept of operations, including short-, 
intermediate-, and long-term recovery efforts.  The Plan also describes the organizational structure and 
roles of state agencies and officials and includes an appendix with a Public Assistance State 
Administrative Plan and an Individual Assistance Operations Plan.  
 
Within the Comprehensive Recovery Plan is the North Carolina Disaster Recovery Guide, prepared by 
the Office of State Budget and Management with assistance from the Statewide Disaster Recovery 
Leadership Team.  This document compiles the roles, responsibilities, and assistance provided by 
federal, state, and community organizations involved in recovery.  
 
Synthesis of Recovery Plan Analysis 
The following section summarizes the evaluation results by devoting a page to each plan quality 
principle.  The bar chart and narrative overview explain the general findings from the evaluation of the 
four state recovery plans, while the corresponding sidebar features best practices that were identified 
during the evaluation.  The intercoder reliability score is also provided for each plan quality section, 
which represents that level of agreement before the differences were resolved to create an overall 
score.  
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Vision and Goals 
 
While few of the state recovery plans convey a clear vision for 
recovery, they generally identify the purpose of the plan, the 
mission of state agencies in recovery, and define recovery in 
terms of short- and long-term recovery priorities and actions.  
The plans also clarify the concept of recovery in the broader 
context of hazards management, explaining the connections 
and interactions between preparedness, mitigation, 
response, and recovery.  
 
None of the recovery plans analyzed in this study include 
explicit goals.  Thus, the quantitative score for this section 
was quite low, with an average of 0.5 out of a possible 10.  
However, several of the documents discuss state recovery 
priorities that serve as direction-setting elements of the 
recovery operations described in the plan (see Best Practices 
sidebar).  Similarly, some goals are implicitly stated in the text 
of plans, such as the desire to incorporate mitigation actions 
into recovery.  Although the policies and actions are not tied 
to clear vision statements and goals, the results from the 
coding tool may not accurately capture the degree to which 
the plans contain concepts that guide the overall recovery 
process. 
 
Intercoder Reliability: .90 
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Best Practices 
Mississippi: The Recovery 
Interim Guidance 
establishes short- and long-
term recovery priorities to 
guide pre-disaster recovery 
planning.  The short-term 
priorities include:  
 opening or restoring 
critical infrastructure; 
 restoring of health and 
social services; and 
 providing temporary 
housing.  
 Long-term priorities 
include: 
 maintaining continuity of 
government functions 
such as education, the 
justice system, and 
elections; 
 economic development; 
 restoring infrastructure 
while incorporating 
mitigation; 
 preserving natural, 
historic, and cultural 
resources; and  
 creating permanent 
housing solutions. 
 tice  
 
Mississippi: The Recovery 
Interim Guidance 
establishes short- and long-
term recovery priorities to 
guide pre-disaster recovery 
planning.  The short-term 
priorities include:  
 
 opening or restoring 
critical infrastructure; 
 restoring of health and 
social services; and 
 providing temporary 
housing.  
Long-term priorities include: 
 
 maintaining continuity of 
government functions 
such as education, the 
justice system, and 
elections; 
 economic development; 
 restoring infrastructure 
while incorporating 
mitigation; 
 preserving natural, 
historic, and cultural 
resources; and  
 creating permanent 
housing solutions. 
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Fact Base 
 
The fact base serves as the foundation of the plan, providing 
information necessary for the formulation of policies that are 
consistent with the existing conditions, opportunities, and 
constraints.  For disaster recovery plans, the fact base may 
include demographic, economic, and land use characteristics, 
as well as information about vulnerability and the capacity to 
engage in recovery.    
 
The state recovery plans are heavily focused on state and 
federal capacity, particularly regarding recovery programs 
and the organization and responsibilities of federal and state 
agencies.  While most states discuss the role of local 
government, non-governmental organizations, and the 
private sector in general terms, there is little information 
regarding their specific roles, capacity, and coordination of 
the broader disaster recovery assistance network.  All four 
plans address the authority to engage in recovery, ranging 
from listing the relevant statutes to including the entire 
statutes in the body of the plan. 
 
Information about risk and vulnerability is generally not 
included in the recovery plans, although some of the plans 
reference the hazard identification and risk assessment 
conducted in the state hazard mitigation plan.  However, all 
but one of the plans describe the process for conducting a 
damage assessment following an event.  
 
Intercoder Reliability:  .71 
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North Carolina: The 
Disaster Recovery Guide 
compiles information from 
all agencies, programs, and 
services involved in long-
term disaster recovery.  The 
Guide describes assistance 
programs that have 
available in the past, 
including the eligibility, 
contact information, and 
useful references.  The 
Guide, regularly updated 
and published online,   goes 
far beyond other states in 
organizing and sharing 
existing recovery programs. 
 
Mississippi:  The 
Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan clearly 
describes the responsibility 
of each state agency in 
recovery, providing a 
bulleted list of tasks 
beneath each agency as 
well as the Emergency 
Support Functions in which 
the agency plays a primary 
of supporting role.  
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Policies 
 
The recovery plans do not have stand-alone policy sections, 
and contain few policies designed to guide recovery.  While a 
number of discretionary statements describe general actions 
that may occur during recovery, policies are limited to the 
processes for accessing federal and state programs, such as 
the disaster declaration procedures and criteria, applicant 
eligibility, and the cost-share for matching requirements of 
grants.  Additionally some state recovery plans included 
policies to coordinate with Voluntary Organizations Active in 
Disasters (VOADs) and manage grants, donations, and 
finances.  
  
While most of the plans describe the role of various state 
agencies in recovery, there are few policies guiding significant 
redevelopment issues, including land use, economic 
development, infrastructure, health and social services, and 
the environment.  
 
Intercoder Reliability:  .80 
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California: The Recovery 
Manual describes 
innovative policies for surge 
staffing during recovery. All 
staff members in the 
Disaster Assistance Division 
receive core training in 
emergency management, 
public assistance, individual 
assistance, hazard 
mitigation, and grants 
management. Additionally, 
the Disaster Service Worker 
(DSW) Volunteer Program 
provides benefits to 
registered volunteers. All 
state employees are also 
DSWs and may be tasked to 
perform recovery-related 
duties. 
 
North Carolina: The 
Recovery Guide describes a 
tiered disaster declaration 
process and which federal 
and state recovery 
programs are eligible 
depending upon the 
disaster typology.  The 
State contains a set of 
policies and programs to 
assist communities recover 
from non-federally declared 
disasters. 
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Implementation 
 
The implementation of recovery plans may refer to the 
timing, funding, and prioritization of assistance, 
communication strategies across the disaster recovery 
assistance network, and technical assistance and guidance 
provided to members of the network.  The four recovery 
plans discuss timing in terms of general actions that take 
place during short- and long-term recovery, but do not 
propose strategies to influence the timing of assistance to 
achieve recovery goals or balance the tension between speed 
and deliberation in recovery.  While all of the plans identify 
programs which may be used to fund recovery needs, only 
one of the plans describes a process for determining cost 
effectiveness of recovery projects at the state level.  For most 
state and federal recovery programs identified in the plans, 
the responsibility for implementing the programs is assigned 
to a specific agency. 
 
The four states vary substantially in the degree to which they 
provide technical assistance and guidance to local 
governments.  While the state recovery plans themselves 
contain relatively little information to help local communities 
engage in recovery planning, some explain that technical 
assistance and guidance is provided through administrative 
support, conferences and meetings, or other means external 
to the plan.  The majority of technical assistance provided 
within the plans involves procedures relating to the 
administration of public assistance and individual assistance, 
not disaster recovery planning.    
 
Intercoder Reliability:  .94 
 
 
 
0.6 0.3
0.9 0.6 0.6
0.0
2.0
4.0
6.0
8.0
10.0
Florida Mississippi California North 
Carolina
Average
Best Practices 
 
California:  The Recovery 
and Mitigation Handbook 
describes extensive 
educational programs, 
including the annual 
Disaster Resistant California 
conference, recovery 
training for local 
governments and 
emergency management 
officials, and quarterly 
updates on state recovery 
strategies by the Recovery 
Committee.  The Handbook 
provides guidance for local 
governments, including a 
planning checklist with 
important concepts of 
recovery to be included in 
planning efforts.   
 
Mississippi: Donations and 
volunteer management is 
enhanced through the use 
of a web-based tool, 
Aidmatrix Volunteer and 
Donations Management 
System.  Aidmatrix helps 
match in-kind donations 
and volunteer with 
requested local needs.   
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Evaluation and Monitoring 
 
Evaluation and monitoring can refer to the process of 
reviewing and updating plans themselves as well as the 
methods used to monitor the progress of recovery following 
an event.  Monitoring is narrowly defined in the four plans in 
terms of financial tracking of federal and state programs to 
ensure accountability.   
 
Some of the documents state that they are maintained and 
updated over time; however, the time period is only 
discussed in one plan and the process by which plans are 
updated is not described.  Most of the plans state that 
lessons learned from exercises or disasters will be 
incorporated into the recovery plan, but there is little 
explanation or discussion about how this is to occur.   
 
Intercoder Reliability: .77 
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California:  While most 
states maintain a legislative 
liaison for emergency 
management, the California 
Recovery and Mitigation 
Handbook describes 
procedures to monitor the 
impacts of state and federal 
legislation and identify 
actions to improve 
recovery.  The State also 
encourages the 
consideration of waivers, 
zoning changes, and land 
use legislation to promote a 
better recovery.   
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Interdependent Actions 
 
The plans were evaluated based on the degree to which they 
address the actions and relationships between the various 
members of the disaster recovery assistance network. 
Regarding vertical integration, the states focus primarily on 
the relationship between federal and state operations and 
programs, including the administration of grants, the 
organization of Emergency Support Functions, and the 
operation of Joint Field Offices.  To a lesser extent, all of the 
plans address the role of, and relationship with, local 
governments, including the disaster declaration process and 
the requirements for public assistance grants.  Regional 
governments and international organizations are at most 
mentioned in the plans; specific roles or mechanisms to 
collaborate with these organizations are not described. 
 
Horizontal integration is measured as the coordination across 
state agencies.  The plans include methods to communicate 
across agencies and have substantial information about the 
role of state agencies.  While the assessment of horizontal 
integration does not include the interaction between the 
state and non-governmental and private organizations, it is 
useful to note that the recovery plans generally discuss the 
interaction with Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters 
(VOADs), but have little information regarding emergent 
groups or private sector actors in recovery.   
 
Intercoder Reliability: .67 
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Florida: The Post-Disaster 
Redevelopment Planning 
guide was created in 2010 
to provide guidance for 
local communities to 
engage in recovery 
planning.  The guide is a 
clearly organized and 
informative document that 
describes the planning 
process, topical areas that 
are essential for recovery, 
and a series of 
implementation 
techniques.   
 
Mississippi:  The 
Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan clearly 
describes the responsibility 
of each state agency in 
recovery, providing a 
bulleted list of tasks 
beneath each agency as 
well as the Emergency 
Support Functions in which 
the agency plays a primary 
of supporting role.  
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Participation 
 
Participation includes the preparation of the recovery plan 
and the processes described in the plan to encourage 
participation in post-event recovery.  While none of the plans 
evaluated describe the planning process, some identify a 
recovery committee that assisted in the development of the 
plan.  Ultimately, it appears that recovery plans are prepared 
primarily by state emergency management agencies with 
little engagement of the disaster recovery assistance network 
or the general public.   
  
Participatory methods to engage the disaster recovery 
assistance network varied substantially across the plans.  
While most states describe procedures to notify local 
government and individuals of recovery information and 
programs, there is considerably less discussion of approaches 
to engage in post-event recovery planning or collaborative 
decision-making.   
 
The low intercoder reliability in this section is largely due to 
ambiguity about whether participation refers to the recovery 
plan preparation or techniques to encourage participation 
following an event.  Future applications of the protocol 
should more clearly differentiate between the two concepts.  
 
Intercoder Reliability:  .66 
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California: The 
Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan includes 
a detailed discussion of the 
role of the disaster 
recovery assistance 
network, including the 
international community.  
The plan goes beyond 
simply stating key 
organizations that facilitate 
recovery by describing 
specific capabilities and 
tasks of the various 
members of the network.    
 
North Carolina:  The 
Disaster Recovery Guide 
demonstrates the range of 
stakeholders involved in 
the recovery planning 
process by listing the 
members of the Statewide 
Recovery Leadership Team, 
including organizations they 
represent and their contact 
information.  
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Organizational Clarity 
 
All of the state recovery plans are comprised of multiple, 
distinct documents.  In many cases, the documents do not 
reference each other or explain how they work together to 
form a comprehensive plan for the state’s recovery actions 
before, during, and following a disaster.  The consolidation of 
all recovery information into a single plan would greatly 
improve the clarity and accessibility of state recovery plans.  
Additionally, many of the documents contain duplicate 
information that could be avoided with the development of a 
single recovery plan. 
 
Several plans use tables and diagrams in useful ways to 
organize and display information, including tables to 
summarize recovery programs and charts to portray the 
coordination of state agencies and the disaster recovery 
assistance network. 
 
The length of recovery plans varies substantially between 
states, in some cases detracting from the accessibility of the 
plan.  In many cases, detailed information such as statutory 
authority or administrative procedures for the state recovery 
program is not well integrated into the body of the plan, and 
could be included as appendices to improve the overall 
clarity.  
 
Intercoder Reliability:  .88 
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California: The Recovery 
and Mitigation Handbook 
and the Recovery Manual 
provide tables that 
summarize information 
about a range of federal 
and state programs.  These 
tables describe each 
program’s general purpose, 
the administering agency, 
matching requirements, 
and eligibility information.  
 
Florida:  Organizational 
flow charts clearly illustrate 
the structure of the 
Recovery Emergency 
Operations Center and Joint 
Field Offices, and describe 
the functional transition 
from the state Emergency 
Operations Center to a 
Joint Field Office. 
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General Trends 
 
The state recovery plans evaluated did not articulate clear vision statements and explicit recovery goals.  
Rather, the plans generally focused on the authority to engage in recovery, the responsibilities of state 
agencies, existing state and federal recovery programs, and procedures to declare a disaster, conduct 
damage assessments, establish joint field offices, and administer state and federal programs.  The 
recovery plans were largely devoid of policies to balance competing interests and help guide decision-
making following a disaster. 
 
Each section of the plan quality analysis is set to a scale of 0 to 10.  Since this study was exploratory in 
nature, the tool was designed to include a broad range of possible elements or topics that may be 
included in state recovery plans.  While there are certainly opportunities to improve recovery plans, the 
seemingly low scores may also be indicative of this strategy to capture both exceptional as well as 
essential elements of recovery plans.  Future iterations of the recovery protocol could distinguish 
between minimal and recommended standards for recovery planning.  
 
 
 
 
Implications for Policy and Future Research 
 
Many of the findings in this study may be used to improve disaster recovery planning at the state level.  
Since the process of planning is essential for the development of quality plans that address the capacity, 
responsibilities, and coordination of members of disaster recovery assistance network, a range of 
stakeholders should be engaged in the development of recovery plans.  In this respect, pre-event 
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planning for post-disaster recovery helps to establish relationships, trust, and communication 
mechanisms that are vitally important during recovery.  In addition to participation during plan 
development, the processes to review and update recovery plans should seek input from multiple 
groups and include methods to incorporate lessons learned from planning exercises or disastrous 
events.   
 
Recovery plans should be developed as tools to guide decision-making, both within state agencies and 
for other organizations and individuals that play a role in recovery.  Future state recovery plans should 
convey a clear vision and set of goals for recovery on which to base policies and implementation 
strategies.  Without such internal consistency, plans lack an overall direction or the ability to achieve 
established goals.  For example, it is not sufficient for a recovery plan to state that mitigation is a 
priority; subsequent policies and actions must be formulated to ensure that future vulnerability is in fact 
reduced during recovery.  While policies should be designed to achieve goals laid out in the plan, they 
must also be based on a comprehensive fact base that includes an assessment of risk and the capacity of 
organizations comprising the disaster recovery assistance network.  While current state recovery plans 
are primarily focused on the role of state and federal agencies and the programs they administer, the 
fact base should be expanded to include a thorough analysis of the capacity and coordination of local 
governments, non-profits, emergent groups, the private sector, and individuals.  While the recovery 
plans evaluated in this study all contain useful information relevant to recovery, it is important that they 
are logical documents that set a direction for the state and help guide the actions of recovery 
stakeholders.  
 
The degree to which a state recovery plan is useful depends largely upon the ability for individuals and 
organizations to access and navigate the plan.  As state recovery planning evolves, efforts should be 
made to develop single, self-contained recovery plans that more clearly communicate the state’s 
recovery strategy and avoid duplications or contradictions.  Pre-event recovery plans should be public, 
web-based documents that are easily accessible.  If multiple documents are necessary to encompass the 
recovery plan, it should be explicitly stated how the documents may be jointly used to guide recovery.  
While several states effectively use tables, charts, and graphics to convey information quickly and 
clearly, these best practices should be emulated and expanded upon.   
 
In addition to these specific recommendations to improve recovery plans, the findings of this study and 
the development of a recovery plan evaluation protocol may inform federal policy.  Given the increasing 
level of disaster-related losses and the emerging interest from the federal government regarding 
disaster recovery, the study of state recovery planning is timely and lends itself to practical application 
regarding recovery policy. 
 
Future research may include a quantitative national evaluation of state recovery plans and the 
development of a guidance document for state recovery planning.  Such a study could inform emerging 
federal policy by helping to establish criteria or accreditation standards for future recovery plans.  The 
study may also be expanded to evaluate local recovery plans, assessing the existing characteristics and 
best practices of local plans and developing guidance for communities, states, and the federal 
government regarding recovery planning. 
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Appendix A: Disaster Recovery Plan Evaluation Protocol 
Section # of Items Page 
1. Coder Identification 10 7 
2. Vision and Issue Identification  4 8 
3. Fact Base 96 9 
3.1   Existing Conditions 9 9 
3.2   Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment 6 10 
3.3   Capability Assessment 52 10 
3.4   Responsible Party 5 14 
3.5   Dimensions of Capability 18 14 
3.6   Local Needs and Opportunities 5 15 
3.7   Fact Base Section Summary 1 15 
4. Goals 23 16 
5. Policies 61 19 
5.1   Human and Financial Resources 11 19 
5.2   Local Recovery Planning 9 21 
5.3   Legal Changes 1 22 
5.4   Fraud and Waste 3 22 
5.5   Disaster Declaration 3 22 
5.6   Land Use  2 22 
5.7   Housing 5 22 
5.8   Economic Development  5 23 
5.9   Infrastructure and Public Facilities  9 23 
5.10 Health and Social Services 9 24 
5.11 Environment  3 24 
5.12 Policies Section Summary 1 24 
6. Implementation 67 26 
6.1   Timing 3 26 
6.2   Funding 3 26 
6.3   Technical Assistance and Training 48 26 
6.4   Communication 7 29 
6.5   Prioritization 5 30 
6.6   Implementation Section Summary 1 30 
7. Evaluation and Monitoring 12 32 
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 7.1   Evaluation 3 32 
7.2   Metrics 3 32 
7.3   Financial Monitoring and Accountability 5 32 
7.4   Evaluation and Monitoring Section Summary  1 32 
8. Interdependent Actions 30 34 
8.1   Vertical Integration 25 34 
8.2   Horizontal Integration 5 35 
9. Participation 30 36 
9.1   Description of the Planning Process 3 36 
9.2   Disaster Recovery Assistance Network 9 36 
9.3   Collaborative Approaches 2 36 
9.4   Participation Section Summary 1 37 
10. Organizational Clarity 15 38 
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General Instructions 
 
Unless otherwise specified in the coding instrument you should follow these instructions: 
1. Review all of the items in a section of the coding instrument.  (Ex. Chapter 3 – Fact Base) 
2. Read the corresponding section(s) of the disaster recovery plan. 
3. Complete each item in the section of the coding instrument as follows: 
a. Read the instructions in the „Comments‟ column as your guide.  
b. Put an „X‟ in the appropriate box, leaving all other options blank. 
c. Mark the page number(s) where the item material can be found in the Page #; if no corresponding page number leave blank. 
d. Make any notes you feel are appropriate (such as something that might jog your memory if an item was unclear and you were 
not confident of your interpretation) in the white space to the right of the table. 
 
EXAMPLE: 
 
Section : Planning Process 
Section : Description of the Planning Process  Score Page # Comments 
 Provides a general narrative overview 
of how the plan was prepared 
  
 
  1 – General, introductory description of the planning process is 
present 
0 – No description present 
 Identifies organizations involved in 
plan preparation 
  
 
 1 – Includes table or list identifying each organization involved  
0 – Does not clearly identify each organization involved 
 
4. Review your coding of the section to ensure that all items have been completed fully and accurate.  (This step is particularly important 
as you will be reading numerous plans and it may be hard to remember your thought process at a later date.  It is much better to go 
slowly and thoroughly now than have to redo coding later!) 
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Definitions 
 
Disaster Recovery: Disaster recovery can be defined as the differential process of restoring, rebuilding, and reshaping the physical, 
social, economic, and natural environment through pre-event planning and post-event actions.  Short-term recovery does not include 
the restoration of the built environment, although reconstruction may commence during this period.  Long-term recovery is the process 
of returning the community, to the extent possible, to the conditions that existed prior to the event, or improving the social, economic, 
and natural environment while taking advantage of opportunities to mitigate against future disasters.  
 
Disaster Recovery Assistance Network:  The disaster recovery assistance network can be described as an often fragmented network of 
differing stakeholder groups whose actions drive disaster recovery outcomes.  Members of the network include Public Sector 
Organizations (federal, state, and local governments); Quasi-Governmental and Non-Governmental Organizations (community 
development corporations, homeowner‟s associations, special service districts, regional planning organizations, professional 
associations, and colleges and universities); Non-Profit Relief Organizations (non-profits, community-based organizations, and 
foundations); Private Sector Organizations (businesses and corporations, financial and lending institutions, insurance, and media); 
International Aid Organizations and Nations; and Emergent Groups and Individuals.  
 
Plan Quality Analysis:  The use of metrics to assist in the evaluation of a plan‟s content and processes that are tied to accepted 
standards of practice. 
 
Legal Capability:  The type and strength of government rules and regulations that provide the legal standing to act. 
 
Fiscal Capability:  The internal and external access to financial resources and the commitment of those resources to disaster recovery-
related activities. 
 
Administrative Capability:  The staff, personnel, or contractors available to create, monitor, and implement the recovery plan and 
associated strategies. 
 
Technical Capability:  The access to and use of analytical tools, including GIS, visualization, and modeling software. 
 
Horizontal Integration:  The structural and functional relations among the community‟s various social units and subsystems.  
 
Vertical Integration:  The structural and functional relation of a community‟s various social units and subunits to extra-community 
systems.  
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Risk Assessment:  A process or method for evaluating risk associated with a specific hazard and defined in terms of probability and 
frequency of occurrence, magnitude and severity, exposure, and consequence.  
 
Hazard Identification:  The process of defining and describing a hazard, including its physical characteristics, magnitude and severity, 
probability and frequency, causative factors, and locations of areas affected.  
 
Mitigation:  Sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk to human life and property from natural hazards and their 
effects.  
 
Resilience:  The ability of social systems, be they the constituent element of a community or society, along with the biophysical 
systems upon which they depend, to resist or absorb the impacts (death, damage, losses, etc.) of natural hazards, to rapidly recover from 
those impacts and to reduce future vulnerability through adaptive strategies.  
 
Sustainability:  Meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs.  
Sustainable disaster recovery emphasizes restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of life of members of a disaster-stricken 
community, promoting social and intergenerational equity, addressing environmental concerns, and facilitating participation.   
 
Climate Change Adaptation:  The adjustment in natural or human systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their 
effects, which moderates harm or exploits beneficial opportunities.  Since hazards are often indicators of climate change, adaptation to 
reduce vulnerability to hazards helps communities adapt to climate change.  
 
Social Equity:  Resources and opportunities are available to everyone, regardless of ethnicity, age, gender, cultural background, 
religion, or other characteristics.  
 
Mutual Aid Agreements:  Agreements between local, state, regional, and/or national agencies to reduce duplication and increase the 
effectiveness of emergency response and other post-disaster activities.  Such agreements are often used to provide supplemental staff 
and other resources in the post-disaster environment.  
 
Quasi-governmental:  Organizations that are supported by the government but managed privately.  Examples of quasi-governmental 
organizations include regional planning agencies or community development corporations.   
 
Alternative Dispute Resolution:  A process for settling disputes outside the courtroom. Arbitration and mediation are two widely used 
alternative dispute resolution processes.  
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Section 1: Identification   
 Data  Page # Comment 
1.1 Version of Coding Instrument    Date in upper left hand of this 
document 
1.2 Plan Identifier    Ex. “01001” – 01 for state and 001 
for first state in sample 
1.3 State     Ex. California 
1.4 Evaluator    Name of person coding plan 
   Begin End  Beginning and end date of coding 
by evaluator 1.5 Dates of evaluation    
   Coding 
Complete 
Entered into 
Database 
Intercoder 
Reliability 
Check 
 
Fill in date each task is completed 
1.6 Evaluation status     
1.7 Title of Plan    Full title 
1.8 Date of Plan    Ex. October 2007 
1.9 Author/Preparer    List primary agency and contractor 
(if noted in the plan) 
1.10 Contact     Primary agency and/or person 
 Address 
 
   
Address (if provided) 
 Website    Agency or plan web url 
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Section 2: Issues Identification and 
Vision 
 
 Score Page #  Comment 
2.1 Includes a clear vision statement    
1 – Includes vision statement 
0 – No vision statement present 
2.2 Recovery is defined in the plan    1 – Definition present 
0 – Definition not present 
2.3 If definition is present, what is it?   
 
 
 
 
2.4 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the issue identification and 
vision – the approach or style used, 
strengths and weaknesses, best 
practices, and any other notes on the 
overall quality of the section.   
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Section 3: Fact Base 
Section 3.1: Existing Conditions 
 Score Page # Comments 
3.1.1 Provides demographic characteristics 
of the state  
   2 – Detailed narrative description of demographic characteristics 
of the state, including socially vulnerable populations 
1 – General, brief description or fragmented, piecemeal 
description 
0 – No description 
3.1.2 Describes socially vulnerable groups in 
the state 
   1 – Describes socially vulnerable groups 
0 – No description 
3.1.3 Describes a process for assessing 
populations affected following an event 
   1 – Describes a process for assessing populations affected 
0 – No description  
3.1.4 Provides economic characteristics of 
the state, such as major industries or 
employers 
   2 – Detailed narrative description of economic characteristics of 
the state 
1 – General, brief description or fragmented, piecemeal 
description 
0 – No description 
3.1.5 Identifies a process for assessing 
economic characteristics of affected 
communities following an event 
   1 – Describes a process for assessing characteristics of affected 
communities 
0 – No description 
3.1.6 Provides land use characteristics of the 
state, such as information about 
population density or urban areas 
 
 
   2 – Detailed narrative description of land use characteristics of 
the state 
1 – General, brief description or fragmented, piecemeal 
description 
0 – No description 
3.1.7 Identifies a process for assessing 
environmental impacts following an 
event 
   2 – Detailed narrative description of environmental 
characteristics of the state 
1 – General, brief description or fragmented, piecemeal 
description 
0 – No description 
3.1.8 Identifies a process for assessing land 
use characteristics of affected 
communities following an event 
   1 – Describes a process for assessing characteristics of affected 
communities 
0 – No description 
3.1.9 Identifies a process for conducting a 
damage assessment 
   1 – Describes a process for conducting a damage assessment 
0 – No description 
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Section 3.2: Hazard Identification and Risk 
Assessment 
 Score Page # Comments 
Hazard Identification     
3.2.1 A hazard identification is included 
within the body of the recovery plan 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
3.2.2 A hazard identification is included as 
an annex to the recovery plan 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
3.2.3 A hazard identification from another 
document (e.g: State Hazard Mitigation 
Plan) is referenced in the recovery plan 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
Risk Assessment     
3.2.4 Goals and policies in the recovery plan 
are informed by a risk assessment  
   1 – Goals and policies are linked to risk assessment 
0 – Goals and policies are not linked to risk assessment  
 
3.2.5 A risk assessment is included within 
the body of the recovery plan 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
3.2.6 A risk assessment is included as part of 
an annex to the recovery plan 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
Section 3.3: Capability Assessment 
    
Recovery Programs, Policies, Laws, Actions 
and Capabilities in Place 
 Score Page # Comments 
Federal 
    
3.3.1 Stafford Act    2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability 
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
 
 
 
3.3.2 Post Katrina Emergency Management 
Reform Act 
   
3.3.3 FEMA: Public Assistance    
3.3.4 FEMA: Individual Assistance    
3.3.5 FEMA: Individual and Household 
Program 
   
3.3.6 FEMA: Hazard Mitigation Grant    
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Program  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability 
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
 
3.3.7 FEMA: Pre-disaster Mitigation 
Program 
   
3.3.8 FEMA: Flood Mitigation Assistance     
3.3.9 FEMA: Crisis Counseling Program    
3.3.10 SBA: Disaster Loans    
3.3.11 USDA: Crop Loss Programs    
3.3.12 USDA Natural Resource Conservation 
Service: Emergency Watershed 
Protection stream clearance 
   
3.3.13 USDA Rural Development: Disaster 
Water and Waste Loans and Grants 
   
3.3.14 USDA Forest Service: Cooperative 
Forest Management Grants Program 
   
3.3.15 USDA Food and Nutrition Services: 
Food Stamps 
   
3.3.16 US Health and Human Services: 
Unmet Needs for Older Adults 
   
3.3.17 US Department of Labor, Employment 
and Training Administration (US 
DOLETA): National Emergency 
Grants 
   
3.3.18 US DOLETA: Disaster Unemployment 
Assistance 
   
3.3.19 NOAA: Fishery Disaster Assistance    
3.3.20 US Army Corps of Engineers: Beach 
Renourishment and Inlet Stabilization 
or Beach Closure 
   
3.3.21 US Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration: 
Emergency Relief 
   
 Others:    
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State  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.22 Crop Loss Assistance    
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.23 Commercial Fishermen Assistance    
3.3.24 Disaster Loans for Businesses    
3.3.25 Acquisition and Relocation Fund    
3.3.26 Mutual Aid and Assistance 
Agreements (e.g. Emergency 
Management Assistance Compact) 
   
3.3.27 Crisis Housing Assistance    
3.3.28 Hazard Mitigation Planning    
3.3.29 State Disaster Recovery Assistance 
Fund  
   
3.3.30 Disaster Recovery Counseling    
3.3.31 State Recovery Committee    
3.3.32 State Recovery Agency    
3.3.33 State Emergency Support Function 
(ESF) - 14 
   
 Others:    
     
Regional  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.34 Economic Development    2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.35 Environmental Management    
3.3.36 Regional Recovery Strategy    
 Others:    
     
Local  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.37 Temporary Building Moratorium    
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.38 Post-Disaster Capital Reinvestment 
Strategy  
   
3.3.39 Local Recovery Committee    
3.3.40 Local Recovery Plans    
 Others:    
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Non Profit  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.41 National Voluntary Organizations 
Active in Disasters (NVOAD) 
   
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.42 State Voluntary Organizations Active 
in Disasters 
   
3.3.43 American Red Cross    
3.3.44 Salvation Army    
3.3.45 Habitat for Humanity    
 Others:    
     
     
Private Sector  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.46 Financial Reinvestment Strategy    2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.47 Corporate Donations Strategy    
 Others:    
     
Universities  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.48 State-University Aid Agreement    2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
 Others:    
     
     
     
Quasi-governmental  Score Page # Comments 
3.3.49 Regional Planning Recovery Strategy    2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to or subtracts from state recovery 
capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.3.50 Community Development Corporations    
3.3.51 Homeowners Associations    
3.3.52 Special Service Districts    
 Others:    
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Others  Score Page # Comments 
  
 
   2 – Discussed at length with specific details on how program, 
policy, law or action adds to recovery capability  
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
     
     
Section 3.4: Responsible Party  Score Page # Comments 
3.4.1 Identifies lead federal agency 
responsible for implementing each 
recovery program 
   2 – Identifies lead agency for more than half of recovery 
programs  
1 – Identifies lead agency for less than half of recovery 
programs 
0 – Not identified 
 
3.4.2 Identifies partnering federal agencies 
responsible for implementing each 
recovery program 
   2 – Identifies partnering agency for more than half of recovery 
programs  
1 – Identifies partnering agency for less than half of recovery 
programs 
0 – Not identified 
 
3.4.3 Identifies lead state agency responsible 
for implementing each recovery 
program 
   2 – Identifies lead agency for more than half of recovery 
programs  
1 – Identifies lead agency for less than half of recovery 
programs 
0 – Not identified 
 
3.4.4 Identifies partnering state agency 
responsible for implementing each 
recovery program 
   2 – Identifies partnering agency for more than half of recovery 
programs  
1 – Identifies partnering agency for less than half of recovery 
programs 
0 – Not identified 
 
3.4.5 Identifies other non-public sector 
organizations responsible for 
implementing recovery programs.  If 
these exist, please identify. 
   1 – Yes 
0 - No 
Section 3.5: Dimensions of Capability  Score Page # Comments 
Legal Authority and Responsibility     
3.5.1 Describes the authority of the federal 
government to engage in recovery  
   2 – Discussed at length with references to specific rules and 
regulations that provide legal standing to act 
1 – Mentioned 3.5.2 Describes the role of the federal    
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government in recovery 0 – Not discussed 
3.5.3 Describes the authority of the state to 
engage in recovery  
   2 – Discussed at length with references to specific rules and 
regulations that provide legal standing to act 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
3.5.4 Describes the role of the state in 
recovery 
   
3.5.5 Describes the authority of local 
governments to engage in recovery  
   2 – Discussed at length with references to specific rules and 
regulations that provide legal standing to act 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
3.5.6 Describes the role of local 
governments in recovery 
   
3.5.7 Describes the authority for 
collaboration between states 
   
2 – Discussed at length with references to specific rules and 
regulations that provide legal standing to act 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
3.5.8 Describes the authority for 
collaboration between governmental 
and non-profit organizations 
   
3.5.9 Describes the authority for 
collaboration between governmental 
and private organizations 
   
Fiscal     
3.5.10 Describes the fiscal tools available to 
address recovery at the federal level 
   
2 – Discussed at length with specific details about federal funds, 
grants, loans or other monetary resources 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.5.11 Describes the fiscal tools available to 
address recovery at the state level 
   
3.5.12 Describes the fiscal tools available to 
address recovery at the local level 
   
Administrative     
3.5.13 Describes the administrative tools 
available to address recovery at the 
federal level 
   
2 – Discussed at length with specific details about staff, 
personnel, or contractors available 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.5.14 Describes the administrative tools 
available to address recovery at the 
state level 
   
3.5.15 Describes the administrative tools 
available to address recovery at the 
local level 
   
Technical     
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3.5.16 Describes the technical tools available 
to address recovery at the federal level 
   
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on analytical tools, 
such as GIS or visualization software 
1 – Mentioned 
0 – Not discussed 
 
3.5.17 Describes the technical tools available 
to address recovery at the state level 
   
3.5.18 Describes the technical tools available 
to address recovery at the local level 
   
Section 3.6: Local Needs and Opportunities  Score Page # Comments 
3.6.1 Assesses limitations in the capacity for 
local governments to recover from 
disasters 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
3.6.2 Describes a process for evaluating 
local recovery needs following a 
disaster 
   
3.6.3 Describes a process for evaluating 
local recovery opportunities following 
a disaster 
   
3.6.4 Describes a process for addressing 
local needs before a disaster 
   
3.6.5 Describes a process for addressing 
local needs following a disaster 
   
Section 3.7: Fact Base Section Summary     
3.7.1 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the fact base – the 
approach or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any 
other notes on the overall quality of 
the section.   
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Section 4: Goals and Objectives   
4.1.1 How many goals are identified?    Write out “one, two, three …” 
4.1.2 
Goals are tied to the vision statement    2 – Goals are explicitly tied to vision statement 
1 – Goals are implicit tied to vision statement 
0 – Goals are not tied to vision statement 
Resilience   Score Page # Comments (Note – interested in goals and 
objectives/strategies, not actions) 
4.1.3 Goal to improve resilience     1 - If present  
0 – Not present 4.1.4 Resilience or hazard resilience defined    
Sustainability  Score Page # Comments (Note – interested in goals and 
objectives/strategies, not actions) 
4.1.5 Goal to promote sustainable disaster 
recovery 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 4.1.6 Sustainable disaster recovery defined    
Hazard Mitigation  Score Page # Comments (Note – interested in goals and 
objectives/strategies, not actions) 
4.1.7 Goal to incorporate mitigation into 
recovery programs 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
Equity/Social Justice  Score Page # Comments (Note – interested in goals and 
objectives/strategies, not actions) 
4.1.8 General social equity goal    
1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
 
4.1.9 Goal to recognize and improve the 
conditions of disadvantaged 
populations 
   
4.1.10 Goal to include a diverse network of 
stakeholders in plan preparation and 
implementation 
   
4.1.11 Goal to empower and support 
individuals and families 
   
Climate Change Adaptation     
4.1.12 Goal to incorporate climate change 
adaptation into recovery 
 
 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
Local Involvement in State-Level Decision  Score Page # Comments (Note – interested in goals and 
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Making objectives/strategies, not actions) 
4.1.13 Goal to ensure that communities play a 
role in the formulation of state 
recovery policy 
   
1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 4.1.14 Goal to provide state assistance based 
on local needs and post disaster 
conditions 
   
Flexibility  Score Page # Comments 
4.1.15 Goal to allow flexibility in the 
application of state recovery policies, 
programs and tools 
   
1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
 
4.1.16 Goal to ensure that state policies, 
programs and tools address local 
needs/conditions 
   
Health and Safety    Comments 
4.1.17 Goal to protect the health and safety of 
affected community members during 
recovery  
   
1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 4.1.18 Goal to protect the health and safety of 
those involved in disaster recovery 
operations during recovery  
   
Integrated Emergency Management  Score Page # Comments 
4.1.19 Goal to integrate response and 
recovery efforts  
   
1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
4.1.21 Goal to increase coordination of 
recovery efforts of state and local 
governments 
   
Economic Recovery     
4.1.22 Goal to enhance economic recovery     1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
 
Other Goals  Score Page # Comments 
  
 
   1 - If present  
0 – Not present 
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Goals Section Summary     
4.1.23 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the goals – the approach 
or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any 
other notes on the overall quality of 
the section.   
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Section 5: Policies   
A policy is a declarative statement of action. 
Please note whether policies are discretionary or 
required. 
  
Section 5.1: Human and Financial Resources  Score Page # Comments 
5.1.1 Includes a policy for surge staffing    1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.2 Coordinates recovery volunteers 
through Voluntary Organizations 
Active in Disasters (VOADs) or other 
means (if other, please specify and 
briefly describe in comments section) 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.3 Establishes pre-event contracts with 
private sector contractors and vendors 
targeting disaster recovery activities  
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.4 Identifies resource sharing agreements 
with other states targeting disaster 
recovery activities (E.g., mutual aid 
agreements) 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.5 Policy to coordinate resources across 
the disaster recovery assistance 
network (See definition on pg. 4) 
   2 – State coordinates with all members of the 
recovery assistance network 
1 – State coordinates with some members of the 
recovery assistance network 
0 – State does not coordinate with any members of 
the recovery assistance network 
 
5.1.6 Plan clearly articulates a state policy on 
non-federal match requirements  
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.7 State assumes non-federal match 
requirements (Please describe in 
Comments section) 
   2 – State assumes all non-federal match 
requirements 
1 – State assumes some non-federal match 
requirements 
0 – State does not assume non-federal match 
requirements 
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5.1.8 State maintains a disaster donations 
management program 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.9 Policy to establish public-private 
partnership targeting disaster recovery 
activities  
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.10 State maintains contingency fund(s) 
targeting disaster recovery needs and 
activities 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.1.11 Policy for continuity of government 
operations 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
Section 5.2: Local Recovery Planning  Score Page # Comments 
5.2.1 
Policies encouraging local pre-event 
recovery planning, including 
requirements, incentives, or support 
   
 
 
 
 
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.2.2 
Programs encouraging local pre-event 
recovery planning, including 
requirements, incentives, or support 
   
5.2.3 Policies encouraging local post-event 
recovery planning, including 
requirements, incentives, or support  
   
5.2.4 Programs encouraging local post-event 
recovery planning, including 
requirements, incentives, or support 
   
5.2.5 State provides technical assistance to 
help develop local recovery plans 
   
5.2.6 State provides guides for developing 
local recovery plans 
   
5.2.7 Identifies current sources of data and 
analysis for developing local recovery 
plans 
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5.2.8 State provides training programs for 
developing local recovery plans 
   
5.2.9 State provides grants or funding for 
developing local recovery plans 
   
Section 5.3: Legal Changes  Score Page # Comments 
5.3.1 Identifies a process to review and 
change laws and regulations that 
impede recovery 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
Section 5.4: Fraud and Waste  Score Page # Comments 
5.4.1 Financial monitoring policy to reduce 
fraud and waste 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
 
5.4.2 Policy to prosecute disaster-related 
fraud, waste, and abuse 
   
5.4.3 Policy to recover lost funds resulting 
from fraud, waste, and abuse 
   
Section 5.5: Disaster Declaration  Score Page # Comments 
5.5.1 Describes the process undertaken to 
seek federal disaster declarations 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.5.2 Describes the criteria for state disaster 
declarations 
   
5.5.3 State has disaster recovery programs 
for events that do not meet federal 
disaster declaration requirements 
(Please describe in comments section)  
   
Section 5.6: Land Use  Score Page # Comments 
5.6.1 Policy to use land use tools during 
recovery  
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.6.2 State administers a voluntary 
mitigation program to reduce 
vulnerability 
   
Section 5.7: Housing  Score Page # Comments 
5.7.1 Policy supporting local emergency 
shelter operations 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 5.7.2 Policy supporting federal temporary 
housing operations 
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5.7.3 Policy assuming lead role in the 
management of temporary housing 
operations 
   
5.7.4 State establishes a process to transition 
people to permanent housing as part of 
long term recovery operations 
   
5.7.5 State administers a program to 
encourage homeowners to incorporate 
mitigation during rebuilding 
   
Section 5.8: Economic Development  Score Page # Comments 
5.8.1 Policy to assist in economic recovery 
following a disaster 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.8.2 Policy addressing the resumption and 
retention of major employers 
   
5.8.3 Policy to assist small businesses    
5.8.4 Policy addressing workforce retention    
5.8.5 Policy addressing economic 
redevelopment projects 
   
Section 5.9: Infrastructure and Public 
Facilities 
 Score Page # Comments 
5.9.1 Policy guiding the repair of damaged 
public infrastructure 
   
E.g: Roads, water, power, sewer 
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.9.2 Policy to incorporate mitigation in the 
repair of damaged infrastructure and 
public facilities 
   
5.9.3 Policy to provide infrastructure for 
temporary recovery operations 
   
5.9.4 Policy to provide enhanced 
infrastructure capacity to priority 
redevelopment areas 
   
5.9.5 Policy guiding the repair of damaged 
critical public facilities 
   E.g: Police stations, fire stations, public shelters, 
schools, wastewater treatment plants, power 
stations 
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.9.6 Policy to incorporate mitigation in the 
repair of damaged critical public 
facilities 
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5.9.7 Policy guiding the restoration of public 
services  
   E.g: Water, sewer, power 
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.9.8 Policy to assist local governments 
manage disaster-borne debris 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.9.9 Policy to protect historic structures    1 – Yes 
0 – No 
Section 5.10: Health and Social Services  Score Page # Comments 
5.10.1 Policy to assist in the restoration of 
health facilities  
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
5.10.2 Policy to provide social services to 
vulnerable populations 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
5.10.3 Policy to provide services to special 
needs populations 
   
5.10.4 Policy to assist in the restoration and 
improvement of public transportation 
   
5.10.5 Policy to reopen schools and higher 
education 
   
5.10.6 Policy to provide mental and 
behavioral health services 
   
5.10.7 Policy to retain and recruit medical 
personnel 
   
5.10.8 Policy addressing health-related 
pollution (e.g. mold and demolition 
dust) 
   
5.10.9 Policy to protect cultural resources    
Section 5.11: Environment  Score Page # Comments 
5.11.1 Policy addressing environmental 
contamination/remediation 
    
5.11.2 Policy addressing habitat restoration     
5.11.3 Policy addressing wetland restoration     
Section 5.12: Policies Section Summary     
5.12.1 
 
In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the policies – the 
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approach or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any 
other notes on the overall quality of 
the section.   
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Section 6: Implementation   
Section 6.1: Timing  Score Page # Comments 
6.1.1 
Estimates the timing of recovery 
actions, such as disaster declarations, 
damage assessments, and program 
implementation across members of the 
disaster assistance network. 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 6.1.2 
Delineates between short- and long-
term recovery actions 
   
6.1.3 
Includes efforts to ensure that the 
speed of recovery does not impede 
other goals, such as mitigation and 
equity. 
   
Section 6.2: Funding  Score Page # Comments 
6.2.1 Identifies funding to implement 
existing recovery policies 
   2 – Identifies funding to implement more than half 
of policies 
1 – Identifies funding to implement less than half 
of policies 
0 – Does not identify funding 
 
6.2.2 Identifies funding to address unmet 
needs 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
6.2.3 Describes a process to coordinate 
available funding across the disaster 
recovery assistance network 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
Section 6.3: Technical Assistance and Training  Score Page # Comments 
6.3.1 Ongoing technical assistance and 
training provided to disaster assistance 
network 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
 
6.3.2 Program in place to train and educate 
disaster assistance network following a 
disaster 
   
6.3.3 Scenario-based recovery planning 
approach is used to anticipate plausible 
impacts and assist communities plan 
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for recovery 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For the following items (6.3.4 -6.3.47), indicate 
whether the state provides local communities 
with guidance and/or training regarding each 
topic.  Please provide a score for both the 
Guidance and Training columns.  
 
   
 
Land Use  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.4 Phased reconstruction      
 
 
 
 
 
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.5 Streamlined permitting      
6.3.6 Build back standards for 
nonconforming and substantially 
damaged structures 
     
6.3.7 Post-disaster blight      
6.3.8 Voluntary mitigation programs to 
reduce vulnerability  
     
6.3.9 Land use and development regulations 
to reduce vulnerability 
     
6.3.10 Prioritized areas to focus 
redevelopment 
     
6.3.11 Historic preservation and restoration      
Housing  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.12 Criteria for the provision of temporary 
housings 
     
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.13 Criteria for the siting of temporary 
housing 
     
6.3.14 Criteria for the removal of temporary 
housing 
     
6.3.15 Ability to reconstruct homes rapidly      
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6.3.16 Transitioning residents back to 
permanent housing 
     
6.3.17 Rebuilding affordable housing      
6.3.18 Encouraging homeowners to 
incorporate mitigation during 
rebuilding 
 
     
Economic Development  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.19 Resumption and retention of major 
employers 
     
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.20 Small business assistance      
6.3.21 Workforce retention      
6.3.22 Economic redevelopment projects      
Infrastructure and Public Facilities  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.23 Infrastructure for temporary recovery 
operations 
     
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.24 Debris management      
6.3.25 Financing for infrastructure and public 
facilities repair 
     
6.3.26 Mitigation for infrastructure and public 
facilities (e.g., PA: Section 406 or 
HMGP) 
     
 6.3.27 Relocation of vulnerable infrastructure 
and public facilities (e.g., PA: Section 
406 or HMGP) 
     
6.3.28 Regional infrastructure consideration      
6.3.29 Enhanced infrastructure capacity to 
priority redevelopment areas 
     
Health and Social Services  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.30 Health facility restoration      
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.31 Social service provision to vulnerable 
populations 
     
6.3.32 Public safety service levels re-
established throughout the community 
     
6.3.33 Coordination and assistance for non-      
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governmental organizations and 
volunteers 
6.3.34 Services for special needs populations      
6.3.35 Public transportation restoration and 
improvement 
     
6.3.36 Schools and higher education 
reopening 
     
6.3.37 Mental and behavioral health 
assistance 
     
6.3.38 Medical personnel retention and 
recruitment 
     
6.3.39 Health-related pollution and 
environmental justice 
     
6.3.40 Quality of life factors, such as 
recreation, cultural activities, 
neighborhoods, or child care programs 
     
6.3.41 Resource sharing agreements between 
communities 
     
Environment  Guidance Page # Training Page # Comments 
6.3.42 Beach and dune restoration      
1 – State provides guidance/training regarding the 
specified topic 
0 – State does not provide guidance/training 
regarding the specified topic 
6.3.43 Wetland restoration      
6.3.44 Environmental 
contamination/remediation 
     
6.3.45 Environmental degradation of 
temporary housing sites 
     
6.3.46 Natural land and habitat restoration      
6.3.47 Green rebuilding      
6.3.48 Parks and urban forest restoration      
Section 6.4: Communication  Score Page # Comments 
6.4.1 Identifies method for communicating 
across disaster assistance network, 
including local governments, non-
governmental organizations, private 
companies, and state and federal 
governments 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
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6.4.2 Identifies point of contact for each 
organization or agency in disaster 
assistance network 
   
6.4.3 Identifies a process to communicate 
information to the general public  
   
6.4.4 Delineates pre-disaster partnerships 
with various media to help 
communicate information associated 
with recovery 
   
6.4.5 Technology and systems innovation 
are used to improve information 
sharing 
   
6.4.6 Technology and systems innovation 
are used to improve accountability  
   
6.4.7 Technology and systems innovation 
are used to improve transparency 
   
Section 6.5: Prioritization  Score Page # Comments 
6.5.1 Criteria are established to assess the 
value of local recovery strategies and 
projects 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
6.5.2 Describes the State‟s system for 
determining the cost effectiveness of 
recovery policies/projects 
   
6.5.3 Describes the State‟s system to rank 
the recovery  policies/projects 
according to the State‟s criteria 
   
6.5.4 Includes a process to prioritize 
recovery policies/projects that are 
multi-jurisdictional 
   
6.5.5 Includes a description of the state‟s 
post-disaster hazard mitigation 
assistance program‟s prioritization plan 
   
Section 6.6: Implementation Section Summary     
6.6.1 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the implementation – the 
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approach or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any 
other notes on the overall quality of 
the section.   
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Section 7: Evaluation and Monitoring   
Section 7.1: Evaluation  Score Page # Comments 
7.1.1 Recovery Plan is evaluated periodically to 
ensure relevance and effectiveness 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
7.1.2 Recovery plan is evaluated following each 
disaster  
   
7.1.3 The recovery plan includes a process to 
incorporate lessons into plan updates 
   
Section 7.2: Metrics  Score Page # Comments 
7.2.1 
Metrics are established that track overall 
recovery across plan policies/projects 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
7.2.2 Metrics are established that track recovery of 
communities 
   
7.2.3 Metrics are established that track the recovery 
of individuals 
   
Section 7.3: Financial Monitoring and Accountability  Score Page # Comments 
7.3.1 Process to receive, record, and manage 
federal recovery grant resources 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
7.3.2 Process to monitor the disbursement and use 
of state recovery funds 
   
7.3.3 Process to ensure accountability of taxpayer-
funded programs 
   
7.3.4 Process to monitor all recovery resources, 
including non-profit, private sector, and 
quasi-governmental organizations  
   
7.3.5 Process to ensure nondiscriminatory use of 
recovery resources 
   
Section 7.4: Evaluation and Monitoring Section 
Summary 
   
 
7.4.1 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the evaluation and monitoring – 
the approach or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any other 
notes on the overall quality of the section.   
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Section 8: Interdependent 
Actions 
  
Section 8.1: Vertical Integration  Comments: 
Please record the score from the 
following items and note any comments 
about how the state intends to 
coordinate with local and federal 
recovery efforts 
  
Item Score  
3.4.1   
3.4.2   
3.5.1   
3.5.2   
3.5.5   
3.5.6   
3.5.10   
3.5.12   
3.5.13   
3.5.15   
3.5.16   
3.5.18   
3.6.1   
3.6.2   
3.6.3   
4.1.13   
4.1.14   
5.2.1   
5.2.3   
5.2.4   
5.2.5   
5.2.6   
5.2.7 
 
  
5.2.8    
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5.2.9    
Section 8.2: Horizontal Integration  Score Page # Comments 
8.2.1 
Identifies state agencies 
responsible for participating 
in disaster recovery 
   2 – Identifies state agency and position within state 
agency responsible for participating in recovery 
1 – Identifies state agency 
0 – No identified 
8.2.2 Identifies a process to 
coordinate recovery strategy 
across agencies 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
Please record the score from the 
following items and note any comments 
about how the state intends to 
coordinate across state agencies 
 Score Comments 
3.4.3     
3.4.4    
3.4.5    
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Section 9: Participation   
Section 9.1: Description of the Planning 
Process 
 Score Page # Comments 
9.1.1 Provides a general narrative overview 
of how the recovery plan was prepared 
    1 – General, introductory description of the 
planning process is present 
0 – No description present 
9.1.2 Identifies organizations involved in 
recovery plan preparation 
   1 – Identifies each organization involved  
0 – Does not identify each organization involved 
9.1.3 Public input is sought during recovery 
plan formulation and updates.  If yes, 
please specify. 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
Please describe public involvement: 
Plan Oversight Body   Comments 
9.1.4 Name of recovery plan oversight body  Write the name of the recovery plan oversight body (Ex. State Disaster Recovery Advisory Committee) 
 
Section 9.2: Disaster Recovery Assistance 
Network 
 Score Page # Comments 
9.2.1 Federal agencies     
2 – Discussed at length with specific details on 
how the group or institution adds to or subtracts 
from state recovery capability 
1 – Discussed briefly in general terms 
0 – Not discussed 
 
9.2.2 State agencies    
9.2.3 Regional governments    
9.2.4 local governments    
9.2.5 Non profits    
9.2.6 Private sector    
9.2.7 Universities    
9.2.8 International    
9.2.9 Quasi-Governmental    
 Others:    
Section 9.3: Collaborative Approaches   Score Page # Comments 
9.3.1 Strategy to use collaborative 
approaches for decision-making, such 
as alternative dispute resolution 
   
1 – Yes 
0 – No 
 
 
9.3.2 Includes strategies to involve 
underserved or marginalized 
communities in pre- and post-disaster 
planning 
   
Section 9.4: Participation Section Summary     
 64 
 
9.4.1 In a few sentences or bullet points, 
characterize the participation – the 
approach or style used, strengths and 
weaknesses, best practices, and any 
other notes on the overall quality of 
the section.   
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Section 10: Plan Clarity and 
Summary Observations 
  
Includes the following features:  Score Page #   Comments 
10.1.1 Table of contents     1 – Table of contents present 
0 – Not present 
10.1.2 With page numbers    1 – Table of contents includes page numbers 
0 – Not included 
10.1.3 Executive summary     1 – Executive summary summarizes entire plan in a 
few pages (not an introduction but a full summary of 
plan) present  
0 – Not present 
10.1.4 Chapter summaries     1- Chapter summaries summarizing entire chapter in 
a few paragraphs (not a chapter introduction) present 
0 – Not present 
10.1.5 Glossary of terms    1 – Glossary of definitions of key terms used in plan 
present  
0 – Not present 
10.1.6 Explicit cross-referencing between 
goals and policies 
   1 – Includes explicit linkages between goals and 
policies (ex. page numbers, section numbers, or 
items linking specific goals to policies) 
0 – Not included 
 
10.1.7 Use of scenarios to help formulate the 
plan‟s vision, goals, or policies 
   1 – Includes anticipated impacts from scenarios 
0 – Not included 
Plan Clarity   Score Page #   Comments 
10.1.8 Plan is clear and easily understood    2 - All of plan sections are clear and easily 
understood 
1 – More than half, but not all, plan sections are clear 
and easily understood  
0 - Less than half of plan sections are clear and easily 
understood 
 
Plan Illustrations  Score Page #   Comments 
10.1.9 Plan contains illustrations such as 
figures, charts, graphs and maps 
   2- Plan contains detailed and useful illustrations 
throughout  
1- Detailed and useful illustrations only present in 
Hazard Identification/Risk Assessment 
0 – No detailed and useful illustrations at all 
Other  Comments 
 66 
 
10.1.10 What appendices, if any, are included 
in the recovery plan? 
 
 Please list appendices below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.1.11 Are there any components of the 
recovery plan that you recommend as 
best practices? 
 
 Please list best practices below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.1.12 Are there any components of the 
recovery plan that were particularly 
underwhelming? 
 
 Please list below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plan Accessibility  Score Page # Comments 
10.1.13 Is the recovery plan web-based?  If yes, 
please note the publication date of 
web-based plan in comments section. 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
10.1.14 Does the recovery plan indicate that it 
is available in public venues, like 
libraries?  If yes, please specify  
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
10.1.15 Does the recovery plan indicate that the 
state publicizes the plan using various 
media channels?  If yes, please specify. 
   1 – Yes 
0 – No 
Please list media channels below: 
 
 
 
 
